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Mr. William Caton

Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: In the Matter of Section 257 Proceeding to Identify and Eliminate
Market Entry Barriers for Small Businesses (GN Docket No. 96-113)

Dear Mr. Caton:

On behalf of Mobile Communications Holdings, Inc. (MCHI), I am submitting
herewith a copy of a bi-partisan Congressional letter, which we understand was sent on
October 17, 1996, to Chairman Hundt. The letter, which is dated October 3, 1996,
supplements a July 19, 1995 letter (a copy of which is also enclosed), and is relevant to
matters being considered in the Commission’s omnibus Section 257 proceeding. The
October 3rd letter is signed by Senators Shelby, Craig, Bond, Mack, Heflin, Burns, and
Inouye.

Also submitted herewith is a copy of the September 30, 1996 colloquy between
Senator Larry Pressler and Senator Richard Shelby, during the floor debate of the 1997
Omnibus Consolidated Appropriations bill.

The enclosed items provide substantial evidence with respect to Congressional
intent underlying adoption of Section 257 and Congressional interpretation of Section 257
in the context of a specific market entry barrier, i.e., the Commission's use of a "stringent
financial showing" for awarding certain satellite licenses. The letter and colloquy make
clear that a strict financial standard for satellite licensing is a market entry barrier to
smaller businesses that is contrary to the "spirit and letter" of Section 257. Further, the
signatories of the October 3, 1996 letter urge the Commission to "uphold congressional
intent to eliminate market entry barriers for small and entrepreneurial businesses" by acting
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"affirmatively...to suspend the application of such barriers” and to assure a "level playing
field" if necessary through "waivers, modifications and other procedural variations."”

The colloquy further evidences Congressional concern with the use of stringent
financial standards for new satellite services and illuminates Congressional intent,
underlying Section 257, to require the Commission to "identify and dismantle impediments
to small business ownership and provision of telecommunications services" such as the
stringent financial standard. In this regard, Senator Pressler states:

Section 257 directs the Commission to develop meaningful
opportunities for small businesses to participate in the
ownership and provision of telecommunications services.
This language applies to all Commission activities in the area

of telecommunications. It does not make exception for
activities such as the application of financial qualification

standards. (emphasis added)

The enclosed Congressional materials effectively discredit the views expressed by
Motorola Satellite Communications, Inc. and L/Q Licensee, Inc. in their October 11, 1996
Reply Comments in GN Docket No. 96-113. See, ¢.g., Motorola Reply Comments at 2.

It is noted that the views expressed in the Congressional letters and colloquy are
also relevant to the Commission's consideration of MCHI's pending application for
licensing of the ELLIPSO™ low-Earth orbit mobile satellite system.

Sincerely,

J beshouse Stern

cC: Attached Service List
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Nnited States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

October 3, 1996

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt
Chairman

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W. Suite 814
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Chairman Hundt:

On July 19, 1995, many of the signatories of this letter wrote regarding the use by the
FCC of a “stringent financial showing” as a major criterion for granting mobile satellite
system (MSS above 1 Ghz) licenses. We expressed our concern that such a test appeared to
unduly constrain future marketplace competition and effectively precluded the public from
enjoying the subsequent benefits of such systems. We noted further that existing law does not
appear to support the use of the financial standard in the MSS case, that the FCC’s definition
appears unfairly biased fowards large asset companies, and that it places an unfair burden on
small firms.

The July 19 letter, which we urge you to review once more, noted our national policy,
that America has led the world in new and innovative technology and that our laws and
implementing regulations continue to change in order to provide an environment for proactive
entrepreneurs. The letter further said that “We should not interfere with that process unless
there is irrefutable proof that forbearing such criteria as outlined above will negatively impact
upon the public marketplace. By implementing the financial standard for MSS licenses, we
believe that the FCC has unintentionally created an artificial barrier which effectively denies
future public access to lower cost services and stifles small company entrepreneurship from
which much of past innovative technology has emerged.”

The only reply received in response to the letter was dated August 22, 1995, from Mr.
Caton, the FCC’s Acting Secretary. The reply was non-substantive.

On April 24, 1996, the Small Business Administration sent a letter to the
Commissioners elaborating on many of the same concerns we earlier had expressed to you,
emphasizing in particular the unfairness of the “two-tier financial qualification system,” and
urging the Commission to “reexamine its overly stringent financial qualification standards for
smaller companies, in general.”

Since our July 19, 1995 letter was sent, The Telecommunications Act of 1996 has
been signed into law. Section 257 of that Act directs the FCC to identify and eliminate
market entry barriers for entrepreneurs and other small businesses in the provision and



ownership of telecommunications services. In light of this provision of law, the FCC should
not create additional market entry barriers in the implementation of its own rules and orders.
Furthermore, the FCC should, in the spirit and letter of that law, affirmatively act to suspend
the application of such barriers.

Our expressed concerns have been exacerbated as a result of DISCO I, adopted on
January 19, 1996, which extends the strict financial qualifications standards to separate
satellite systems. These policies represent a dramatic departure from prior satellite policies
and rules which have successfully encouraged innovation, competition, and entrepreneurship
in the satellite industry. A more flexible financial standard would encourage new, diverse
satellite services and operators, thereby promoting competition, innovation and lower
consumer prices.

In addition, in the Order of June 27, 1996, the FCC denied appeals in the Big LEO
proceeding, refused on narrow, technical grounds to apply Section 257 of the
Telecommunications Act, and failed to acknowledge the fact that the SBA had put forward
cogent arguments which were entitled to a reply. Contrary to the assertion made in that
Order, the provision of additional time for small business applicants to meet the stringent
financial standards is not a meaningful remedy to this burden.

We urge the FCC to uphold congressional intent to eliminate market entry barriers for
small and entrepreneurial businesses and to do so whenever the inequities appear which led
Congress to act. Congress, in such matters, has determined the public interest which should
guide the FCC. The Commission possesses the authority—including waivers, modifications
and other procedural variations—to assure, even in current proceedings, a level playing field
for small businesses, entrepreneurs and similar entities. We request that the FCC review and
reconsider the decision to apply the “stringent financial showing” test in the Big LEO
proceedings.

We ask that you commit your early and urgent attention to this matter.

Sincerely,







September 30, 1996

Act to pay for the costs of administer-
ing plans, amendments and regulations
that include IFQ programs results in
the repeal of section 208. Because the
VBA program that Senator MURRAY
has described fits within the definition
of an IFQ, upon enactment of the Sus-
tainable Fisheries Act, the moratorium
in section 208 will no longer be applica-
ble to the VBA program.

As I mentioned in my discussion with
Senator MURRAY about section 208, the
Sustainable Fisheries Act’s express au-
thorization of fees to pay for the costs
of administering plans, amendments
and regulations that create IFQ pro-
grams results in a repeal of section 208.
Once the President signs the Sustain-
able Fisheries Act, section 208 will be
completely repealed.

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I want
to congratulate the chairman for re-
porting out a bill that provides funding
for many important programs, while at
the same time moving toward our goal
of balancing the budget. Of particular
interest to me, this bill funds the ac-
tivities of the Federal Communications
Commission which is currently under-
taking the important task of imple-
menting the historic Telecommuni-
cations Act of 1996.

Mr. President, I would like to raise a
concern that many of us have relating
to the FCC’'s implementation of the
act, and I would therefore ask the in-
dulgence of the chairman of the Appro~-
priations Subcommittee to allow me to
enter into a colloquy with the chair-
man of the authorizing committee, the
Committee on Commerce, Science and
Transportation.

Mr. SHELBY. I thank the chairman.
In addition to advocating a regulatory
framework that encourages and pro-
motes competition in the tele:
communications industry, I have been
particularly concerned that small and
entrepreneurial firms are allowed to

compete on a level playing fleld in all

industry sectors in the United States
and global economies. Indeed, with pas-
sage of the Telecommunications Act,
Congress sought to provide opportuni-
ties for small businesses. to participate
in the telecommunications industry
while also moving the entire industry

toward a more competitive framework-

overall. Section 257 of the Act directs
.the FCC to ‘‘identify and eliminate
* * * market entry barriers for entre-
preneurs and other small businesses in
the provision and ownership of tele-
communications services. * * **

Mr. President, this is very clear and
precise language and should leave no
question as to the intent of Congress
on matters relating to small busi-
nesses. Nevertheless, it has come to my
attention that the FCC, in two recent
rulemaking decisions relating to. new
satellite services, has adopted strin-

gent financial standards, the practical’

effect of which is to erect market entry:
barriers to telecommunications owner-
ship by entrepreneurs, small businesses.
and similar entities.

Under the Commission’s strict finan~
cial standard, applicants are required
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to demonstrate financial qualifications
either on the basis of a corporate bal-
ance sheet or alternatively, on the
basis of fully negotiated, irrevocable
funding commitments from outside
sources. This standard unfairly favors
large corporations who may submit a
balance sheet as part of their licensing
application, regardless of whether the
funds reflected on paper are actually
committed to the project and even
though the corporate giant, like its
smaller competitors, will likely turn to
external financiers and investors to ul-
timately fund its system. In fact, the
award of all satellite licenses in one of
the proceedings I refer to have gone to
large corporations. In contrast, appli-
cations from small entrepreneurial
companies have been deferred because
they have been held to the stricter test
requiring proof that funds have been ir-
revocably committed by others on be-
half of their entire project. This is a
very high hurdle to clear.

Although numerous small businesses,
as well as the Small Business Adminis-
tration and a number of U.3. Senators
and Congressmen, have raised concerns
about these strict financial standards
with the FCC, we have received no ade-
quate response from the FCC, nor has
the Commission modified its policy in
this area.

To the distinguished chairman of the
Commerce Committee I ask: Was. it the
intent of Congress with passage of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 to en-
courage the FCC to ease the regulatory
framework and encourage competition
in the telecommunications industry?

And, further, was it the intent of Con--

gress that regulations that act as mar-
ket entry barriers to amall and entre-
preneurial businesses be identified and
eliminated as soon as possible?

Mr. PRESSLER. The Senater is cor-
rect.. The primary thrust of the historic
act was to ensure increased competi-
tion in the telecommunications indus-
try by scaling back regulations and al-

lowing free market forces to operate in.

this area: The Senator is also correct
in noting that seection: 257 of the. aect
specifically directs ther Commission to
identify and dismantle impediments to-
small business ownership and provision
of telecommunications services.

Mr. SHELBY. Thank you very much,
Mr. Chairman. Any may I then ask: Is
it true that sectiom 257 of the Tele-
communications Act, which ensures
that small businesses are not unfairly
disadvantaged by Federal regulations,
was supported by both parties? - -

Mr. PRESSLER. The Senator is cor-
rect. This provision, which originated
in the other body, was agreed to on a
bipartisan basis. Section 267 directs the
Commission to develop meaningful op~
portunities for small businesses to par-

ticipate in the ownership and provision:

of telecommunications services. This
language applies to all Commission ac-
tivities in the area of telecommuni-
cations. It does not make exception for
activities such as the application of fi-
nancial qualification standards. :

S11931

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I have
one final question for the chairman of
the Commerce Committee for purposes
of clarifying that the intent of Con-
gress with the Telecommunications
Act is to ensure that the marketplace,
not the U.8. Government or a regu-
latory body, decides who the winners
and losers in this industry will be. In
the case of the strict financial standard
imposed by the FCC for satellite sys-
tem applicants, it seems to me that
rather than making a judgment on
what the FCC may feel is a company’s
financial ability to compete, perhaps
the FCC should focus more on tech-
nical considerations for licenses, leav-
ing the ultimate success or failure of
an applicant to the marketplace where
it appropriately belongs. Will the
chairman continue to work with me
and others to ensure that the FCC im-
plements the law according to our in-
tent, particularly as this relates to
small and entrepreneurial ventures and
financial standards applicable to these
important participants?

Mr. PRESSLER. I can assure my col-
leagues that the Commerce Committee
will closely follow actions taken by the
Commission in areas such as satellite
licensing to ensure that the intent of
Congress is carried out. Congress must
ensure that the FCC’s actions are com-
plementary, not contrary, to the forces
of the free market and open competi-
tion. -

Mr. SHELBY: I thank the chairman
of the Commerce Committee for all the
work he has undertaken to ensure the
American people have access to serv-
ices which are developed in a free and
open marketplace, and I thank the
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee for permitting our discussion of
this most important and timely issue.

WHITEFISH POINT LIGHTHOUSE LAND
CONVEYANCE
~Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise
to address the inadvertent omission of
impertant report language relating to
the transfer of the lighthouse at
Whitefish Point, MI, from the Coast
Guard Authorization Act of 1996.

Built in 1849, the lighthouse at
Whitefish Point was Lake Superior’s
first lighthouse. As I am sure my cotl-
league from Michigan, and anyone else
familiar with the perils of maritime
transport on Lake Superior will tell
you; in its 15 decades of operation the
lighthouse has undoubtedly saved hun-
dreds of lives.

In response to the present need to
justify budgets, the U.S. Coast Guard,
working to meet its numerous fmational
priorities, decided to permit the trans-’
fer. of ownership to responsible parties.
Several organizations stepped forward,
and this legislation makes possible the
transfer of this historical site to three
interested:  partifes: the Great Lakes
Shipwreck Historical Society, the U.8.
Fish and Wildlife Service, and the
Michigan Audubon Society.

Disagreements arose between the in-
terested parties over the ability to con-
struct or expand facilities at the site.



RAnited States Denate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

July 19, 1995

Mr. Reed Hundt

Chairman

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW

wWwashington, D.C. 20554

Dear Mr. Hundt:

The Congress is currently working on legislation to enable
and promote more competition in the telecommunications
marketplace because technology has rapidly made the existing law
and subsequent regqulatory implementation obsolete.

The recent use by the FCC of a "stringent financial showing"
as a major criterion for granting mobile satellite system (MSS)
licenses appears to unduly constrain future marketplace
competition and effectively preclude the public from enjoying the
subsequent benefits for such systems.

The use of financial data as a criterion evolved from 47 CFR
25.140 and 1is based on protecting the public from a financially
weak applicant. It assumes 1) the spectrum in question is in
high demand and cannot support every applicant, and, 2) the award
to a financially weak applicant precludes another applicant from
receiving a license thereby "injuring the public" by delaying the
availability of a financially stronger applicant’s services.

While the "Big LEO" spectrum is in demand, the use of Code
Division Multiple Access (CDMA) and digital technology, which
four of the applicants are promoting, allows multiple use of the
spectrum without interference and mitigates former concerns
regarding "one applicant, one slot". Nonetheless, the FCC, in
its 31 January, 1995 ruling, chose to defer licenses to two
technically qualified applicants based on their inability to
convince the FCC of their "stringent financial showing”. Both
have systems that forecast public access to lower cost services.

In addition, the FCC’s ruling by definition appears unfairly
biased towards large asset companies since they can claim to use
internal funding sources and are not required to show
"irrevocable commitment" by financial patrons. In contrast,
smaller firms, who by necessity must plan to finance their



projects from largely external sources, must show the financial
source's "irrevocable" commitment. In short, the FCC appears, on
the basis of protecting the public, to have assumed the role of
business expert in determining the standards to meet the
criterion. Having done that, the burden of proof falls squarely
on the back of the applicant.

This situation quickly becomes a "Catch-22" for small firms
because banking and financial institutions who are more expert at
evaluating financial risk than the government can now consider
the FCC decision as a negative event - an event that impacts
their decision to follow through with preplanned support. The
smaller companies' only strong suit with its external sources is
the innovative excellence of its planned product. In this
competitive environment, absent a trust fund, there are no
"irrevocable commitments”.

Historically, America has led the world in new and
innovative technology. Our laws and implementing regqulations
continue to change in order to provide an environment for
proactive entrepreneurs, who must plan on external financing,
joint ventures, and partnerships, to succeed. We should not
interfere with that process unless there is irrefutable proof
that forebearing such criteria as outlined above will negatively
impact upon the public marketplace. By implementing the
financial standard for MSS licenses, we believe that the FCC has
unintentionally created an artificial barrier which effectively
denies future public access to lower cost services and stifles
small company entrepreneurship from which much of past innovative

technology has emerged.

Accordingly, we respectively request your personal review,
and that of the other commissioners, of the 31 January 1995
decision regarding the applicants whose request for license was
deferred. We urge you to consider approval of those applicants
that did show significant preplanned support comparable to the
non-committed assets of applicants whose licenses were approved.
We would most appreciate the results of your decision and review
within 30 days. -

Sincerely,
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, do hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the

foregoing document was sent by first-class mail, postage prepaid, or hand-delivered, on this

day of October, 1996, to the following persons:

*Chairman Reed E. Hundt

Federal Communications Commission
Room 814

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

*Commissioner James H. Quello
Federal Communications Commission
Room 802

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

*Commissioner Rachelle B. Chong
Federal Communications Commission
Room 844

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

*Commissioner Susan B. Ness
Federal Communications Commission
Room 832

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

*Cathy Sandoval
Office of Communications
Business Opportunities
Federal Communications Commission
Room 644
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20554

*S. Jennell Trigg
Office of Communications
Business Opportunities
Federal Communications Commission
Room 644
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20554

*Donald H. Gips, Chief

International Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
Room 800

2000 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

*John Stern, Esq.

Senior Legal Advisor to Donald H. Gips
International Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
Room 800

2000 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554



*William E. Kennard, Esq.

General Counsel

Federal Communications Commission
Room 614

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

*Julius Genachowski, Esq.

Special Assistant

Office of the Chairman

Federal Communications Commission
Room 814

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

* Cassandra Thomas

Legal Assistant

Satellite and Radiocommunication Division
Room 810

2000 M Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20554

Jere Glover, Esq.

Chief Counsel

Office of Advocacy

Small Business Administration
Suite 7800

409 3rd Street, S.W.
Washington, DC 20416

Norman P. Leventhal, Esq.
Raul R. Rodriquez, Esq.
Stephen D. Baruch, Esq.
Leventhal, Senter & Lerman
Suite 600

2000 K Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20006-1809

*Thomas Tyccz

Chief

Satellite and Radiocommunication Division
International Bureau

Federal Communications Bureau

Room 811

2000 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

*Fern J. Jarmulnek, Chief

Satellite Policy Branch

Satellite and Radio Communication Division
International Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
Room 518

2000 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Philip L. Malet

Steptoe & Johnson

1330 Connecticut Avenue, N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20036-1795

Thomas J. Keller, Esq.

Eric T. Werner, Esqg.

Verner, Liipfert, Bernhard, McPherson &
Hand, Chartered

Suite 700

901 15th Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20005

Charles Helein, Robert McDowell
Helein & Associates, P.C.

8180 Greensboro Drive

Suite 700

McLean, VA 22102



William D. Wallace, Esq. Stephen R. Effros, James H. Ewalt

Crowell & Moring Cable Telecomms. Association
1001 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 3950 Chain Bridge Road
Washington, DC 20004-2505 Fairfax, VA 22030-1005

Leslie Taylor, Esq. Telquest Ventures, L.L.C.

Leslie Taylor Associates James U. Troup Arter & Hadden
6800 Carlynn Court 1801 K Street, N.W,

Bethesda, MD 20817-4302 Suite 400K

Washington, DC 20554

Robert A. Mazer, Esq. Shelley Spencer, Director

Vinson & Elkins American Women in Radio & Tele., Inc.
Suite 700 6511 Griffith Road

1455 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. Laytonsville, MD 20882

Washington, DC 20004-2505

Bruce D. Jacobs, Esq. Elise Wright

Glenn S. Richards, Esq. Women of Wireless
Fisher, Wayland, Cooper, Leader & Zaragoza, P.O.Box 227

L.L.P. Dunn Loring, VA 22027
Suite 400

2000 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20006-1851

Michael Walker Bernice K. Mclntyre

NPPCA Executive Director B.K. Mcintyre & Associates, Inc.
2117 L Street, N.W. 1250 24th Street, NW

Suite 175 Suite 350

Washington, DC 20037 Washington, DC 20037-1124
Marcia Greenberger Joel Ader

National Women's Law Center Bellcor

11 Dupont Circle, N.W. 2101 L Street, N.W.

Suite 800 Suite 600

Washington, DC 20036 Washington, DC 20037
Pamela Sowar Fusting Edie Herman

National Telephone Coop Assoc. Warren Publishing

2626 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 2115 Ward Court, N.W.
Washington, DC 20037 Washington, DC 20037



A. Dean Petersen, Ruth I. Kolpin

Southwest Missouri Cable TV, Inc.

P.O. Box 696
Carthage, MO 64836

Ruth S. Baker-Battist, Esq.
5600 Wisconsin Avenue
Suite 1007

Chevy Chase, MD 20815

Vicki Mason
Telecommunications Reports
1333 H Street, NW

11th FI-W Twr

Washington, DC

Roger Raymie, Vice President
Celltech Information Systems
15425 North Freeway
Houston, TX 77090

Kofi A. Ofori

United Church of Christ

2000 M Street, N.W., Suite 400
Washington, D.C. 20036

W. Kenneth Ferree

Optel, Inc.

1229 Nineteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Elizabeth L. Blanchard, President
Kansas Star Communications, Inc.
2108 Washington Boulevard
Kansas City, KS 66102

Theordore Case Whitehouse
Michael F. Finn

Willkie Farr & Gallagher
Three Lafayette Centre
1155 21st Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

J. Rodger Skinner, Jr., President
TRA Comms Consultant, Inc.

600 W. Hillsboro Blvd. #27-3rd F1
Deerfield Beach, FL. 33441

ICharles D. Cosson

USTA

1401 H Street, N.W.

Suite 600

Washington, DC 20005-2136

Sherwin Grossman

Community Broadcasters Assoc.
1520 N.W. 79th Avenue

Miami, FL 33126

Robert G. Watson, President
RGW Communications, Inc.
1127 Leverette Road
Warner Robins, GA 31088

Richard Alston

Wireless Cable Assoc. Intern'l, Inc.
1140 Connecticut Ave., N.W.
Suite 810

Washington, D.C. 20036

Barbara Kasoff

Nat'l Assoc. of Women Business Owners
1100 Wayne Avenue, Suite A30

Silver Spring, MD 20910



Eric E. Vickers, Esq.

Eric E. Vickers & Associates, P.C.
7171 Delmar Suite 101

St. Louis, MO 63130

Honorable Albert Vann

New York State Assembly
Legislative Office Building #422
Albany, NY 12248

Jose I. Nino

U.S. Hispanic Chamber of Commerce
1030 15th Street, N.W.

Suite 206

Washington, D.C. 20005

Cressa D. Bennet/Dorothy Cukier
Bennet & Bennet

1019 19th Street, N.W., Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20036

Kenneth Gross, Gen. Counsel
Columbia Communications Corp.
7200 Wisconsin Avenue, Suite 701
Bethesda, MD 20814

Paul R. Rodriguez

Leventhal, Senter & Lerman
2000 K Street, N.W., Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20006

Alan R. Shark, President

American Mobile Telecom. Assoc. Inc.
1150 18th Street, N.W., Suite 250
Washington, D.C. 20036

Michael Walker, Exec. Director

National Paging & Personal Commns Assoc.
2117 L Street, N.W., Suite 173

Washington, D.C. 20037

E. Eugene Thompson, President
Thompson PCS Systems, Inc.
325 Mayfield Road

Dayton, OH 45419

Albert Halprin/Joel Bernstein
Yellow Pages Publishers Assoc.
1100 New York Ave., N.W.
Suite 650E

Washington, D.C. 20005

Frank W. Krogh

Donaldson J. Elardo

MCI

1801 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Robert A. Lynch, President
Romar Communications, Inc.
175 Gray Road

[thaca, NY 14850

Elizabeth R. Sachs, Esq.

Lukas, McGowan, Nace & Gutierrez
111 19th Street, N.W.

12th Floor

Washington, DC 20036

David A. Irwin

[rwin, Campbell & Tannenwald
1730 Rhode Island Avenue, N.W.
#200

Washington, DC 20036-3101



Mark C. Rosenblum
AT&T Corp.

295 North Maple Avenue
Room 324H3

Basking Ridge, NJ 07920

Marian Meyers, CEO
Nevadacom

2926 Lake East Drive
The Lakes, NV 89117

Henry M. Rivera

Ginsburg, Feldman & Bress, CHTD.
1250 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Suite 800

Washington, DC 20036

*Hand delivery

Charles C. Hunter
Hunter & Mow, P.C.
16201 Street, N.W.
Suite 701

Washington, DC 20006

Veronica McCune
MLT Productions
3912 60th Street

Suite 12

San Diego, CA 92115

Eric E. Breisach

Howard & Howard

107 W. Michigan Avenue
Suite 400

Kalamazoo. MI 49007
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